The construct of trait emotional intelligence (trait EI or trait emotional self-efficacy) provides a comprehensive operationalization of emotion-related self-perceptions and dispositions. In the first part of the present study (N ¼ 274; 92 males), we performed two joint factor analyses to determine the location of trait EI in Eysenckian and Big Five factor space. The results showed that trait EI is a compound personality construct located at the lower levels of the two taxonomies. In the second part of the study, we performed six two-step hierarchical regressions to investigate the incremental validity of trait EI in predicting, over and above the Giant Three and Big Five personality dimensions, six distinct criteria (life satisfaction, rumination, two adaptive and two maladaptive coping styles). Trait EI incrementally predicted four criteria over the Giant Three and five criteria over the Big Five. The discussion addresses common questions about the operationalization of emotional intelligence as a personality trait.
Since trait EI is a personality trait, as opposed to a cognitive ability, an important question is where it belongs within established personality hierarchies. Where is trait EI located in Eysenckian and Big Five factor space? Locating trait EI in personality space is important, not least because it will allow us to connect the construct to the mainstream personality literature. Theorists who propose new individual differences constructs ought to be in a position to demonstrate how these constructs relate to extant knowledge in the field. This has been a major objective of our definition and development of trait EI. Furthermore, establishing the location of trait EI within existing taxonomies can provide empirical support for the construct's discriminant validity vis-à-vis the higher-order traits. If a distinct trait EI factor can be isolated in personality space, it means that a sufficient number of trait EI facets share enough common variance to define a separate factor in joint analyses with the Giant Three or the Big Five, which constitutes clear evidence of discriminant validity.
The present study also seeks to examine the criterion and incremental validity of trait EI. The relevant analyses will help evaluate the criticism that the construct does not predict anything over and above the basic personality dimensions. Issues such as criterion, discriminant and incremental validity have important theoretical implications and it is essential that studies designed to address them be based on comprehensive and psychometrically robust measures. Then, and only then, can we be sure that our conclusions reflect the nature of the construct and not the various deficiencies in the vehicles used to operationalize it. Six variables were used as criteria in the study. They were specifically chosen for their theoretical relevance to trait EI and have also been incorporated in cross-cultural research aiming to replicate and extend the findings presented herein.
Life satisfaction concerns a cognitive evaluation of one's circumstances against a set of subjective criteria (Diener, Emmons, Larsen, & Griffin, 1985) . It was hypothesized that trait EI would be positively associated with life satisfaction (H1a; see also Saklofske, Austin, & Minski, 2003) .
Rumination is defined as 'passively and repetitively focusing on one's symptoms of distress and the circumstances surrounding these symptoms' (Nolen-Hoeksema, McBride, & Larson, 1997, p. 855) . It was hypothesized that high trait EI individuals would be less likely to ruminate than their low trait EI peers (H2a).
Coping is the process by which people try to manage stress. Coping styles can be either adaptive or maladaptive (Roger, Jarvis, & Najarian, 1993) . Compared to their low trait EI peers, high trait EI individuals should be more likely to employ adaptive coping styles ('rational' and 'detached'; H3a and H4a, respectively) and less likely to employ maladaptive coping styles ('emotional' and 'avoidant'; H5a and H6a, respectively) when dealing with stress. However, it should be kept in mind that the adaptive or maladaptive value of a coping strategy is also a function of situational and other personal factors that were not examined in this study (see Lazarus, 1991; Matthews, Zeidner, & Roberts, 2002) .
The aforementioned hypotheses concern the criterion validity of trait EI and seek to establish new nodes in its nomological network. A further objective of the study was to investigate the incremental validity of the construct, i.e. the extent to which it predicts criterion variance over and above the Giant Three and Big Five personality dimensions. The relevant analyses address the criticism that trait EI is merely a rework of the basic (higher-order) personality traits and cannot predict any variance that is not predicted by them. It was hypothesized that trait EI would be a reliable predictor of all six criteria, both in the presence of the Giant Three (plus social desirability; H1b to H6b) and in the presence of the Big Five (H1c to H6c).
Method
Participants Two hundred and seventy-four students participated in the study, of whom 92 were male and 182 female. The mean age for the sample was 25.45 years (SD ¼ 5:85 years).
Materials
Trait emotional intelligence questionnaire The Trait Emotional Intelligence Questionnaire (TEIQue v. 1.00) (Petrides, 2001) 1 covers the sampling domain of trait EI comprehensively, assessing all of the 15 facets in Table 1 . An investigation of the psychometric properties of the inventory can be found in Mikolajczak, Luminet, Leroy, and Roy (in press ). For the purposes of this study, we adapted the TEIQue into Greek. Items were translated into Greek and back-translated into English. It took a total of six passes until all three authors were content with the quality of the translation. The final version comprised 144 questions based on a seven-point Likert scale. The internal consistencies of the 15 scales and global trait EI are presented in parentheses in Table 3 .
Eysenck Personality Questionnaire
We used the 84-item Greek adaptation of the Eysenck Personality Questionnaire (EPQ) (Eysenck & Eysenck, 1975) to measure the three Eysenckian dimensions (Neuroticism, N; Extraversion, E; Psychoticism, P) and social desirability (L). The EPQ is usually based on a dichotomous ('yes/no') scale. However, because the psychoticism factor in the original form of the questionnaire suffered from low internal consistency (Eysenck, Eysenck, & Barrett, 1985) , we decided to use a six-point Likert scale to help increase variability in the responses and, hopefully, the reliability of the scores. The alphas of the three dimensions are given in parentheses in Table 3 , where it can be seen that the polytomous Likert scale was not conducive to the internal consistency of psychoticism.
Traits Personality Questionnaire
The Traits Personality Questionnaire (TEXAP) (Tsaousis, 1996 (Tsaousis, , 1999 ) is based on the Big Five model of personality and has been developed and validated specifically for use with Greek adults. It comprises 206 items based on a five-point Likert scale, measuring neuroticism (N), extraversion (E), openness-to-experience (O), agreeableness (A) and conscientiousness (C). The internal consistencies of the TEXAP scales are reported in parentheses in Table 4 .
Criteria
The constructs below were used as criterion variables in the regression analyses. All instruments were translated and back-translated following the same procedures as for the TEIQue.
Satisfaction with Life Scale
The Satisfaction with Life Scale (Diener et al., 1985) consists of five items and measures global life satisfaction ('In most ways my life is close to my ideal'). Participants were asked to respond on a seven-point Likert scale. The internal consistency of the scale was .84.
Emotion Control Questionnaire -rehearsal scale The 14-item rehearsal scale from the Emotion Control Questionnaire (ECQ) (Roger & Najarian, 1989 ) was used to measure rumination ('I remember things that upset me or make me angry for a long time afterwards'). Participants were asked to respond on a seven-point Likert scale. The internal consistency of the scale was .84.
Coping Styles Questionnaire
The Coping Styles Questionnaire (Roger et al., 1993) consists of 60 items assessing how one typically reacts to stress. It measures four factorially distinct coping strategies, two of which are adaptive, viz., 'rational' coping ('Take action to change things') and 'detached' coping ('Just take nothing personally') and two maladaptive, viz., 'emotional' coping ('Feel worthless and unimportant') and 'avoidant' coping ('Feel that time will sort things out'). Participants responded on a four-point Likert scale, ranging from 'always' to 'never'. The internal consistencies of the 'rational', 'detached', 'emotional' and 'avoidant' coping styles were .81, .80, .84 and .68, respectively.
Procedure
Participants were undergraduate students in two urban universities in Greece. Because of the length of the battery, they were tested in two separate sessions. The battery was completed anonymously in class, with the two sets of materials matched through a personal code known only to the participants.
Results
Correlations between the key variables in the study are given in Table 2 . As regards the personality dimensions, trait EI correlated highest with neuroticism and extraversion, which are its strongest trait determinants (Petrides, 2001) . Worth noting is the similarity of correlations between trait EI and the EPQ and TEXAP operationalizations of N and E. With respect to the criteria, the only variable with which trait EI did not correlate was 'avoidant' coping. In fact, 'avoidant' coping did not correlate significantly with any variable except the other three coping styles.
Factor analyses
Two principal axes factor analyses were performed to locate trait EI in Eysenckian and Big Five factor space. In the case of the EPQ, we created six parcels of three or four items per scale, including social desirability. These parcels were factored jointly with the 15 TEIQue scales. Based on the Scree plot and the objectives of the study, five factors, accounting for 53% of the variance, were extracted and rotated to simple structure via the OBLIMIN algorithm (d ¼ 0). The rotated factor pattern matrix is presented in Table 3 , where it can be seen that the four EPQ factors emerged as expected, with N and E more clearly than P and L. An oblique trait EI factor, defined by 11 of the 15 TEIQue scales, also emerged in the analysis. This factor correlated r ¼ 2:41 with N, r ¼ :29 with L, r ¼ 2:03 with P and r ¼ :39 with E.
In the second factor analysis, the 15 TEIQue scales were factored jointly with the 30 TEXAP scales (six for each of the Big Five dimensions). Based on the Scree plot and the objectives of the study, six factors, accounting for 61% of the variance, were extracted and rotated to simple structure via the OBLIMIN algorithm (d ¼ 0). The rotated factor pattern matrix is presented in Table 4 , where it can be seen that the Big Five emerged as expected. An oblique trait EI factor, defined by eight of the 15 TEIQue scales, also emerged in the analysis. This factor correlated r ¼ 2:25 with N, r ¼ :16 with A, r ¼ :27 with C, r ¼ :31 with E and r ¼ :24 with O.
Regression analyses
Eysenckian personality A two-step hierarchical regression was performed for each criterion in the study. In all cases, global trait EI was entered on its own at step 1 and the four EPQ variables followed at step 2. This procedure allowed us to examine both criterion and incremental validity within the same set of regressions, since the standardized coefficients at step 1 are equivalent to the corresponding Pearson product-moment correlations. Had we entered Note. Loadings greater than j.30j are in boldface. N, neuroticism; E, extraversion; P, psychoticism; L, lie scale. The E factor has been reflected. the EPQ variables at step 1, followed by global trait EI at step 2, the test of the R 2 change would have been mathematically equivalent to the test of the partial trait EI slope in our current analyses, such that if one were statistically significant the other would be significant at the same probability level.
Trait emotional intelligence 279
2 The results of the six regressions are presented in Table 5 .
The first regression was performed with 'life satisfaction' as the criterion. and H5b. Last, in the regression with 'avoidant' coping, trait EI did not reach significance levels at step 1 and, therefore, this criterion was excluded from further consideration. This result is at odds with hypotheses H6a and H6b.
An anonymous reviewer noted that there is considerable overlap between the wellbeing component of trait EI and certain criterion variables and recommended that we redo the analyses excluding this particular component. With respect to statistical Note. Loadings greater than j.30j are in boldface. A, agreeableness; C, conscientiousness; O, openness; N, neuroticism; E, extraversion. The N factor has been reflected. Step 2 
Discussion
The central finding of the study is the identification of the oblique trait EI factor in Eysenckian and Big Five factor space, which replicates results from British and New Zealand samples. The isolation of the trait EI factor constitutes strong evidence of discriminant validity vis-à-vis the Giant Three and Big Five personality dimensions. If trait EI did not capture any unique personality variance, as some critics have argued, then the TEIQue scales would have scattered across the basic dimensions, rather than defined a distinct factor. Insofar as the unique variance of trait EI can predict external criteria, this demonstration of discriminant validity has direct implications for the construct's incremental validity too.
The factor location analyses in this paper demonstrate that trait EI is a distinct (because it can be isolated in personality space), compound (because it is partially determined by several personality dimensions) construct that lies at the lower levels of personality hierarchies (because the trait EI factor is oblique, rather than orthogonal to the Giant Three and the Big Five). This conclusion enables us to connect our trait emotional self-efficacy conceptualization of EI to the established differential psychology literature. This is a major conceptual advantage of trait EI theory because it integrates the construct with the mainstream models of personality. Moreover, this conceptualization appears to be consistent, not only with hierarchical, but also with circumplex models of personality. Thus, De Raad (2005) located trait EI within the Abridged Big Five circumplex and found that it comprises scattered aspects of the Big Five domain and correlates with at least four of the five basic traits, conclusions that are fully in line with trait EI theory. The unique variance that led to the emergence of the trait EI factor in the joint factor analyses has incremental predictive utility, as the regression equations showed. Trait EI was a statistically significant predictor in four out of six regressions in the presence of the EPQ variables, including social desirability. These results are important for three reasons. First, they support the criterion validity of the construct and expand its nomological network. Trait EI related to almost all of the criteria in the study, as hypothesized. Higher scores were associated with greater life satisfaction, less rumination of negative events, frequent use of adaptive and infrequent use of maladaptive coping strategies. This suggests that our appraisal of our circumstances and our reactions to life events may be partly filtered through our perceptions of our emotional abilities. The second reason why these results are important is because they dispel the myth that trait EI is nothing but a rework of the major personality dimensions. If there were any truth in this criticism, trait EI would simply not attain significance levels in regressions including the Giant Three or the Big Five as covariates. However, study after study has revealed statistically significant trait EI beta weights in such regressions (e.g. Mikolajczak, Luminet, & Menil, 2006; Petrides, Frederickson, & Furnham, 2004; Saklofske et al., 2003; Van der Zee & Wabeke, 2004) . The third reason why the results from the hierarchical analyses are important is because they lend empirical weight to the position that trait EI comprehensively encompasses personality facets relating to affect. The construct comprises emotionrelated variance of two kinds, viz., variance that is scattered across the higher-order dimensions of personality, as well as variance that lies outside them.
The additional analyses based on truncated trait EI scores (i.e. excluding the wellbeing component) led to a minor loss of statistically significant results, primarily in the regressions with 'life satisfaction' as the dependent variable. On the whole, these results provide further support for the incremental validity of the construct. However, the present study is especially significant in this respect because it demonstrates that even a truncated version of trait EI can predict variance above and beyond the Giant Three and the Big Five. This evidence is in line with our view that the construct encompasses affect-related variance that is not captured by existing trait taxonomies.
Broad lower-order traits like trait emotional self-efficacy, may routinely lead to substantial improvements in our ability to predict behaviour, attitudes and achievement. Indeed, it is difficult to maintain that a handful of higher-order trait scores can provide a complete description of human personality (Block, 2001; Butcher & Rouse, 1996; Cattell, 1995; Paunonen & Jackson, 2000) . Trait taxonomies have been developed as data reduction models and not as complete frameworks to exhaustively document all of the ways in which individuals may differ behaviourally. In fact, the position of the main proponents of these taxonomies, where it has been clearly expressed (e.g. Costa & McCrae, 1995) , is that the dimensions they comprise are comprehensive only in the sense that they are expected to relate to, as opposed to completely account for, all other personality traits (see also O'Connor, 2002) . This is consistent with our longstanding position that neither the Giant Three nor the Big Five can completely account for trait EI variance.
The regressions with the Big Five as covariates were qualitatively similar, in that trait EI accounted for criterion variance over and above the five factors in most cases. It is worth noting that this second set of regressions represents an even more stringent test of incremental predictive utility because, from a statistical perspective, we are pitting the single degree of freedom of trait EI against the five degrees of freedom of the higherorder traits. One need not be statistically minded to recognize that this comparison is seriously skewed against the construct with the single degree of freedom. Indeed, it would be interesting to see which other personality traits can consistently yield statistically significant beta weights in the presence of the Big Five. The fact that even a truncated trait EI factor can predict variance incrementally over the Big Five further highlights the robustness of the findings.
There have been persistent calls in the literature to demonstrate what, if anything, trait EI can predict beyond the basic dimensions of personality. While we trust that the data reported or cited herein provide a categorical answer to this question, it must be pointed out that the monotonous repetition of the mantra of incremental validity fails to acknowledge that our principal aim as scientists is to explain, not simply predict, behaviour. There are many constructs whose variance can be accounted for by some combination of the Giant Three or the Big Five. However, attempting to recast these constructs as blends of the higher-order traits fails to capture their essence and is not conducive to the development of personality theory (Funder, 2001) .
It is difficult to see how we can provide plausible explanations of psychological phenomena by invoking post-hoc mixtures of the basic traits. For example, variance that can be easily explained within the trait EI framework (e.g. high trait EI individuals are more sensitive to affect-laden stimuli) requires convoluted combinations of the Big Five to be predicted, but not really explained (e.g. high E, low N, above average C and O people tend to be more sensitive to affect-laden stimuli than those who are low E, high N, below average C and O). In the latter case, we are merely describing a discriminant function that differentiates those who are more from those who are less sensitive to affect-laden stimuli. However, this description does not even attempt to explain why individuals with these different profiles are differentially sensitive to such stimuli. It simply predicts who is likely to belong to which group. That such superficial accounts are routinely accepted as psychological explanations of human behaviour is testimony to the pitfalls of espousing the Big Five as the be-all and end-all of personality psychology (see also Block, 2001) .
Like any single study, this too has weaknesses that should be acknowledged. Chief among them is mono-method assessment. The limitations of relying exclusively on selfreport data are well understood in the field of personality (Pervin, 1999) and have also been discussed with specific reference to trait emotional self-efficacy (e.g. Petrides, Furnham, & Mavroveli, in press ). These limitations should not detract from the contribution of this study, which must be interpreted within the general trait EI framework and its extensive combination of data from multiple sources (e.g. Mikolajczak, Petrides, Luminet, & Coumans, 2007; Petrides et al., 2004; Petrides, Niven, & Mouskounti, 2006) .
A related weakness concerns the conceptual overlap between certain trait EI facets and criterion variables used in the study. While, as in the case of mono-method assessment, the most satisfactory way of addressing this weakness is by continuing to incorporate objectively measured criteria into the construct's sampling domain (Petrides et al., in press), we should like to emphasize three points. First, there is clear evidence that trait EI incrementally predicts criteria that do not overlap its constituent facets (academic performance, exclusions from school due to antisocial behaviour, sensitivity to mood induction, etc.). Second, it is important to remember that we are testing for incremental relationships over and above the Giant Three and Big Five personality dimensions, which themselves include many items and facets that overlap the criteria (depression, anxiety, feelings, etc.). Third, the indiscriminate partialling procedures we use in this study are particularly severe because they remove not only the part of the variance resulting from item overlap (duplication), but also the part resulting from valid conceptual associations. For example, common variance due to the relationship between TEIQue Emotion Perception and EPQ Extraversion is suppressed, even though it is plainly not caused by duplication. The criticism about conceptual overlap should therefore be qualified in light of these points.
Conclusion
It is encouraging that the results of the two joint factor analyses were substantively identical. An oblique factor was isolated in both taxonomies, supporting our conceptualization of trait EI as a lower-order construct that comprehensively encompasses the emotion-related facets of personality. The multiple regressions also produced convergent results, showing that trait EI accounts for criterion variance over and above the two trait taxonomies. Because the two frameworks differ in scope (Draycott & Kline, 1995) , it is possible for the discriminant validity of a construct to vary across them (e.g. a construct may be fully represented by some combination of the Big Five dimensions, but no combination of the Giant Three). It is also possible for a construct to exhibit incremental predictive validity over one taxonomy, but not the other. Our findings show that not only does trait EI capture variance that cannot be accounted for by the Giant Three or the Big Five, but, moreover, that this variance forms a robust and interpretable factor within both frameworks.
The conclusion that trait EI is a distinct, compound trait located at the lower levels of personality hierarchies has implications for its discriminant (see Factor analyses), criterion (see step 1 of Hierarchical regressions), and incremental (see step 2 of Hierarchical regressions) validity, all of which were supported by the present results. Trait EI is a useful explanatory variable because it captures individual differences in affective self-evaluations and organizes them into a single framework, thus integrating the emotion-related facets that are presently scattered across the basic personality dimensions. That most of the construct's variance overlaps with these dimensions is neither surprising nor problematic, given that the main function of higher-order personality traits is to summarize variance in the traits lower down the hierarchy.
The trait emotional intelligence framework provides an operationalization of emotion-related self-perceptions that can be integrated into the mainstream taxonomies of personality. It also demonstrates that it is these taxonomies, rather than the taxonomy of cognitive abilities (Carroll, 1993) , that can provide a scientifically viable context for the ever-growing number of specious 'intelligences ' (interpersonal, intrapersonal, emotional, social, etc.) .
Emotions are implicated in many aspects of everyday life. Their impact and relevance, in combination with the subjective nature of emotional experience, suggest it is important to work towards a comprehensive scientific model of emotion-related self-perceptions, as envisaged in the trait EI -trait emotional self-efficacy conceptualization.
